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In lines 10 and 11 of the proof of Theorem 4.3 of the papzr referred to in the title 
(Discrete Applied Mathematics 15 (1986) p. 3581, replace the sentence “By Iteration 
2, Mthen . . . to N.” by the following section to clarify a presently implicit inductive 
step: 
By Theorem 3.9, M then has a minor V given by one of the matrices of (3.10). 
Acsume the liohowing induction hypothesis: If V has at most n elements beyond 
those of N, then at least one of the two 3-separations of N given by rows 2 and 3 
of the table of Theorem 4.3, must induce a 3-separation of M. Later we prove the 
case n = 1, so let us assume validity up to some n - 1~ 1, and suppose V has n 2 2 
elements beyond those of N. 
By (3.11), the following facts must hold for the subvectors e, g, and c1 of any of 
the matrices (3)-(6) of (3.10) representing V: v&or e must be [ 11 I] or a unit vector, 
g must be [l], and c1 must be equal to a column of D or must be a zero vector. Let 
us examine one case, say (3) or (5) with e = [i 111. The matrix of (3) or (5) then son- 
tains the submatrix 
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where the subvector eoccurs in row xl and in columns X, y, and z, and where the 
remaining submatrices correspond to A’, A*, D, and 0 of (3) or (5) in the obvious 
way. Declare N’ to be the minor of M corresponding tothe above submatrix minus 
row d. When we delete row d from the matrix (3) or (5) of (3.10) for VP we get a 
matrix of type (2), (4), or (6) of (3.10) of a minor V’ of M, and the latter matrix 
proves that the 3-separation ({xr,~, ,v,z), (0: b, c, I)) of N’ does not induce a 
3-separation of M. Since I/’ has one element less than V, we know by induction that 
one of the 3-separations of N’ given by rows 2 and 3 of the table of Theorem 4.3, 
with the element d replaced by xl, induces a 3-separation of M, say (Sr, S2). By a 
straightforward examination of cases we verify that the elements x1 and d must 
both be in Sr or St. This fact implies that one of the 3-separations of N given by 
rows 2 and 3 of the table of Theorem 4.3, must induce a 3-separation of M as well. 
The above arguments can be suitably adapted for all other possible instances of e, 
g, and cl, i.e., for the cases where e is a unit vector, or where g= [l] and cr is a 
column of D or the zero vector. 
Before going on, we should mention that from now on “e” does not refer to the 
above mentioned subvector of the matrices (1), (3), and (5) of (3. lo), but instead 
denotes the additional element introduced in Iteration 2. 
The case n = 1 remains to be proved. By the arguments in Step 2 of Iteration 2, 
V is derived from N by adding an element e to N. 
